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Rflg iifistfor Rehearing 
Appellant requests rehearing under37 CFR §41.52 (MPEP §1214.03). 
Appellant states with particularity the points believed to have been 
25 misapprehended or overlooked by the Board (Appeal No. 2005-2523; Decision 
mailed October 27. 2005). 

Appellant respectfully submits that the Board's Decision fails to answer 
the specific factual question that gave rise to this Appeal. Appellant submits 
30 that facts relied on by the Examiner were misapprehended by the Board and 
that facts relied on by Appellant were overlooked by the Board. 
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♦ M „ a 19 states- "Contrary to appellants' 

>W * h ° <*»< #* t0 APP6a ' to rendering of dlgM 

reference's off-line edit controller 30. 

T» Board's decision appears to interpret the claims (Decision at page 6) 
■ aman ner that accords insufficient weight to the overall meanmg of 

T ^1 and its relationship to "media data", established in the record onor 
•rendenng . and rts relate P ^ patentees 

. itCcutionHisto.Estoppe, Indeed, such statements « — 
rlce.denceandhavebeenusedtoin.rp.tdaimscope. PertheMPEP 

§2173.02: ■„■■. . n ~ nrr ■■ Qw.fc«tsn Kinzoku 

As noted by ^upreme Court bCe* rnm 

'fr ffiff^wr lwatS S complete prosecution file 
, 0 uSPQ2d 1705, 17 ,\° ^-Mmsecution history estoppel requires 

£S£> * * - * e > roceedin98 

Tthe PTO during the application process. 

As explained below, "rendering" was understood by the Examiner and 
26 Asexpin decision appears 

ADDellant to be rendering of djojtjl media data, me do* 

I new broadened definitions forthe terms "rendering" and "med,a ate , 

Board agrees with Appellant upon a grant for rehearing, then Appellant 
in resDectfully requests that the Board: 

30 respect. ^ ^ Examiner and optona ,.y state new grounds of 

rejeJn (37 CFR 841 .50(b); see, ^ JouUlI* 418 ^ "61 (Fed. 
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Cir 2005) (appelant entNed to ^ to the evidence adduced sga 

axampie, the word "digtta." to thereby overcome any reiect,on based on 
the Lanaford reference (37 CFR §41 -50(c)). 

application. 

"rendering' and understanding that the media data was "d.grta. . and then to the 
IrdonAppeal. Thereafter, Appelian, refers to the Board's Decs*, 

15 . *i ^A<inueti9 2003 at Dafle 2) for rendenng. In 

specification (Office Action mailed August 12, 2003 page 
particular, the Examiner requested a change in speiling from renderor to 
■Tenderer. Item 210 of Fig. 2 of the instant application* .a 
■decompressor/renderer. Per the specification at page 2, hnes 19-23. 

r/r^nHorpr 21 0 is responsible for decompressing 
20 The decompressor/renderer 210 is ' r ® s P° n ;' h djs lay 208 in 

if movie data is stored in a compressed format (e.g., mrc«, 
, s 2 The Examiner proffered the fdlowing definition for -rendering": 

Office Action mailed April 7, 2004 a. page 2). The record ,nd,cate that such 
fi le is understood to be a digital ffle; hence, rendering must loyally render 
digital data from a digital data me. 



30 



3 The Examiner understood that the recited "rendering" was of 
digteldata. ^ItioisojSJ « ™ <«* l*W F" " H^M* 
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^^^^ 

Leringofdigitaidata. Appellant says ^ and the Exam.ner says yes. 

5 

Record on Appeal u..* *. 

V Appellant disagreed with the Examiner's content™ that the 
Ungford reference's off-line edit controiler 30 could: (I) receive digital med« 
daL 1 (li) could render digital media data, in Appellant's Open.ng Bnef at 

reference did not disclose rendering of digital media data: 

p5.^V„i,n, tJU ^ ™™ters ffl and mentor 35 ■ ■ ■ ■ 
2 The Examined Answer at pages 5-6 maintained that rendering 
20 was of digital data: Therefore, the act of communicating video da* stored on a 
d ,sKdrive,50)fordls P layon a computer ,30):monitor (35) in a w,ndow (140- 
145) of a graphical user Interface clearly reads on the claimed rendenng . 
Here the Examiner maintains that rendering is of digital data ("video data 
stored "on a disk drive"), as understood prior to Appeal, yet maintains that he 
25 computer 30 can (i) receive digital media data from the disk drive 50 and (») 
render such data. Again, Appellant disagrees. 

Board's Decision ,.„,»«, 
The Board's Decision at page 8 states: "Addrtlonally. on page 4 of the 
"^eply brief, appellants take exception to the examiner's interpretation of the term 
■rendering', without proffering an alternate; rather, appellants' argument focus 
on the random access memory units providing video signals and not med« 
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data , THj.iinJn^^ 

f^,.ai issue nn Appeal. 

^^^^ As a logical consequence, Appellant 

Si^-Hn.- — 30 could net possible render d,g,tal 

media data. 

3 _ " App.llantfur.her maintains that there is absolutely no evidence to teach 

how the Langford reference's off-line edK controller or compute, 30 (even ft 

how me Lang™ „„t»r r„ra 1990^ could possibly render digital 

preferred IBM AT personal computer circa 1990) couiop , 

Ldiadata. Instead, as stated In Appellants Opening Bnef at page 11 the 

5 55X^*1-- -row between item 30 anTsoTn Figure 2 o the 
Langford reference represents a control link, ^M^mmmmsi 
^aaj madia data. 

, 0 AppellantfurthernotesthattheUngfordreferencellstsSony 

Corporation as assignee and refers to various types o, Sony video an audio 
equipment. It may logically follow ma. the Langford reference is directed 
p mly to use of specialized Sony equipment and not to new capab,l,.ies of 
computer equipment manufactured by IBM (e.g. , an IBM AT computer crca 

25 1990). 

More simply stated, the Langford reference provides no evidence that 
the off-line edit controller 30 receives media data and renders such data, as 
t ^ dsgmaaa es.a M .h P d in t h o record prior to Appeal ma ,n(a,ned „ 
30 AEpejI. A 9 ain.therecordindicatesth a ttheExaminerandAppellant 
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" und^OTi^^ "med.a data refers to cug 
renders digital data. Z i JT , - - " 

Rehearing and thatthe Board: newgro unds of reaction 

(A) Reverse the Examiner and optonally state new grou 
(37 CFR U .500,): ^ •* UU*» «« "d 1361 (Fed. Cr. 2005)). 

10 ^^ecommendamendmentof^ 

example, the word W to thereby overcome any rejection based on the 

Langford reference (37 CFR §41 .50(c)). ^, holns tenl 
A ppe„antsubmKs that enaction wiil speed prosecut.cn of the mstant 



application. 
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